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Claims 5-7 remains withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CAR 1 . 142(b) as 
being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. Election 
was made without traverse in Paper No. 5. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: In the 
replacement paragraph to page 24, note that "7 to 14C" should rewritten as -7, 8, 9, 10A-10D, 
1 1 A-l ID, 12A-12D, 13A-13C, 14A- 14C- for consistency with the drawing figures. Page 25, 
lines 5, 12, note that "blocking first" and "blocking third" should be rewritten as -first blocking- 
and -third blocking-, respectively. Appropriate correction is required. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Note that all of the 
reference labels appearing in any particular drawing figure should be correspondingly described in 
the specification's description of that drawing figure. Examples include: Fig. 3A (13, 22); fig. 5C 
(32, 33); fig IOC, 1 IB, 1 ID (21 1); fig. , 1A, in it's entirety; etc. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

The use of the trademark Duroid <p 27, ,. .0); has been noted in this application. It should 
be capitalized wherever it appears and be accompanied by the generic terminology. 

Although the use of trademarks is permissible in patent applications, the proprietary nature 
of the marks should be respected and every effort made to prevent their use in any manner which 
might adversely affect their validity as trademarks. 

The drawings are objected to because of the following: In figs. 1, 2B, 2C, 3 A, 3B, 
4, 5B, 5C, 6A, 6B, 9, 10A, to 10D, HA to 11D, 12Ato 12D, 13 A to 13C, 14Ato 14C, for the 
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cross-sectional views therein, note that proper cross-hatching for all dielectric material should be 
provided. Applicant's comments have been note. Accordingly, applicant's attention is directed to 
the table in MPEP 608.02 which depicts cross hatching for various materials. The examiner 
suggests the cross-hatching depicted in the designation "Section of Synthetic Resin or Plastic" 
(i.e. alternate thin & thick diagonal lines) as the appropriate cross-hatching for "dielectric- 
material. A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

Clam* l^e rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakajima in 
view of either Tozawa or Shigaki (all of record). 

Nakajima discloses a transmission line circuit having ground plane (4) with a dielectric 
layer (2) disposed thereon and a conductive layer (3) disposed on dielectric layer (2). Underlying 
the ground plane is a semi-insulating substrate (1). Nakajima differs from the claimed invention in 
that the claimed transmission line configuration (i.e. signal conductor & ground plane sandwiching 
a dielectric layer) is not disclosed by Nakajima. 
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Note that each reference discloses a ground plane layer (3 in Shigaki; 12 in Tozawa) upon 
which a dielectric layer (1 in Shigaki; Er Eo in Tozawa) is disposed. A signal line (2 in 
Shigaki; 16 in Tozawa) is disposed on the dielectric layer and includes a narrow lower conductive 
portion (e.g. 2a in Shigaki) and a wider upper portion (e.g. 2b in Shigaki). 

As described above Tozawa and Shigaki respectively disclose the claimed conductor 
configuration within the context of a transmission line arrangement. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to have realized the transmission line portion of 
Nakajima to have the configuration and parameters, as claimed. Namely, as a consequence of such 
a modification, the dielectric constant of the dielectric layer (e.g. GaAs with a dielectric constant 
of about 13) is higher than the dielectric constant of the silicon layer (1 with a dielectric constant 
of about 1 1.7). Such a modification would have been an obvious substitution of art recognized 
conductive layers where the specific configuration would have imparted to the Nakajima 
transmission line the advantageous benefit of improved and impedance characteristic afforded by 
such a configuration, thereby suggesting the obviousness of such a modification. 

Applicant's arguments filed 3 1 March 2003 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant has argued that the claims, as amended now distinguish over the prior art of 
record in that none of the prior art teaches or suggests that the dielectric layer has a higher 
dielectric constant than the underlying substrate. 
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Contrary to applicant's assertion, the prior art of record, as combined in the above 
obviousness rejection, does indeed meet the claims, as amended by applicant. In particular, it 
should be noted that as a result of the above obviousness combination, the "dielectric layer" being 
of GaAs (dielectric constant of about 13) has a higher dielectric constant than the silicon 
"substrate" (dielectric constant of about 11.7), thereby meeting that aspect of applicant's 



invention. 



Claims 3, 4 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 

intervening claims. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FTNAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
f 

policy as set forth in 37 C$R 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 

MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
win expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CAR 1 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date 
of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Benny Lee whose telephone number is (703) 308 4902. 



BENNYT. LEE & 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 
ART UNIT 2817 

B. Lee 




June 13, 2003 



